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Originally described as a subspecies of Undulated Antshrike Frederickena unduligera
by Zimmer (1944), Fulvous Antshrike F. fulva was recently elevated to species rank, based
largely on vocalisations (Isler et al. 2009, Remsen et al. 2011). Thus, in all but the most
modern treatments, the taxon discussed here was referred to as Undulated Antshrike (e.g.,
Hilty & Brown 1986, Ridgely & Greenfield 2001, Zimmer & Isler 2003). Fulvous Antshrike,
as currently defined, is monotypic and occurs in the lowlands of westernmost Amazonia
from southern Colombia to northern Peru (Zimmer & Isler 2003). Here we provide the
first data on the reproductive biology of this poorly known species based on a nest in the
foothills of eastern Ecuador.

Methods and Results

We found a nest of Fulvous Antshrike on 16 June 2011 at the reserve administered by
the Proyecto de Conservacion del Rio Bigal, Fundacién Ecoldgica Sumac Muyu (600 m),
near Loreto (00°38’S, 77°19°W), prov. Napo. The nest contained two eggs when discovered,
but we took no further data at this time. When we returned on 30 June, at 16.00 h, one egg
had hatched. The nestling inside the second egg was partially visible through a large hole
it had opened in the shell, and had fully hatched c.15 minutes later. The hatching egg was
still sufficiently intact to accurately measure as being 30.5 x 22.8 mm and 7.9 g. The egg
was slightly off-white with copious cinnamon and lavender flecks and narrow scrawls,
concentrated at the larger end. The nestling was completely devoid of natal down, with
flesh-coloured skin, slightly duskier dorsally. The bill was dark orange, yellower near the
tip except for the dorsal portion of the mandible, which was dusky and bore a bright white
egg tooth. The rictal flanges were bright yellow and the mouth lining was bright yellow-
orange. The nestling weighed 6.5 g and the right tarsus measured 11 mm.

The nest was a large, thin-walled cup, and its contents were partially visible from
below. It was attached by the rim, via two sparse ‘wings’ extending up on opposite sides to
two narrow, parallel, horizontal branches (6 and 8 mm diameter). These attachment points
extended ¢.3 cm above the rim and consisted of no more than 15-20 rootlets each. The nest
fairly uniformly comprised thin, slightly branched rootlets, crisscrossed and interwoven,
with only those circling the slightly thickened rim being coiled. The inner portion had a
sparse, poorly defined lining of smooth, un-branched flexible fibres of unknown origin,
as well as 4-5 black fungal rhizomorphs. The cup was 10 cm in diameter inside by 7.5
cm deep. Externally the nest was 14 cm wide by 9 em tall. Photographs of the nest, eggs
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and adults are available on the Colaboraciones Americanas Sobre Aves website (http:/
avesamericanas.lifedesks.org/pages/103479).

Sited at the edge of an open gap created by a recently felled tree, adjacent to an area
of dense second growth, the nest was 1.6 m above ground in a 2.5 m-tall sapling that had
a sparse-leafed vine tangled through it. As the nest was not discovered until after several
days of woodcutting, it is difficult to determine how visible the nest would have been under
natural conditions. Based on the timing, however, it appears that the nest was constructed
after the tree was felled, but before human activity trampled the surrounding vegetation.
It was fairly exposed from one side, but fairly hidden from the other and we suspect that it
would have been well hidden in the tangle under natural conditions.

Both adults brooded and fed the nestlings, generally flushing from the nest only when
we approached closer than 2 m. When approached while brooding, both sexes flared their
substantial crests, but otherwise remained motionless until suddenly leaving the nest and
moving off through the low, dense foliage. They did not begin alarm-calling until out of
sight and 5-10 m away. Invariably the second adult joined that flushed from the nest within
1-10 minutes. Only the female spent the night on the nest. Based on vocalisations heard
very close to nightfall, after the female was sitting for the night, it appeared that the male
spent the night ¢.50 m distant. However, we cannot be sure that these vocalisations were not
given by another individual. During the three days we observed the nest we were unable
to identify any prey items with certainty, but all appeared to be small arthropods (<50% of
the adult’s bill size), brought to the nest singly.

Discussion

Molecular evidence (Brumfield et al. 2007, Moyle et al. 2009) places Frederickena within
a clade containing Hypoedaleus, Batara, Mackenziaena, Cymbilaimus and Taraba, and suggests
that it is most closely allied to Mackenziaena, with which it was formerly merged (Cory
& Hellmayr 1924). Comparative data concerning the form and placement of nests are
generally scarce. Haverschmidt & Mees (1994) described a nest of Black-throated Antshrike
E. viridis that generally matches that described here, in both form and placement (open
basket in fork low in shrub). Nests are undescribed for both species of Mackenziaena,
for Spot-backed Antshrike Hypoedaleus guttatus and for Bamboo Antshrike Cymbilaimus
sanctaemariae. However, G. M. Kirwan (in litt. 2012) informs us that a nest of Tufted
Antshrike M. severa he found in Bahia, Brazil, in January 2011, was broadly similar to that
described here of F. fulva. The nest of Giant Antshrike Batara cinerea appears similar, but is
described as including leaves in its construction, though sample sizes are very low (Ihering
1914, Zimmer & Isler 2003). Perhaps because of the species’ large geographical range, the
nest of Great Antshrike Taraba major has been described by multiple authors (e.g., Skutch
1969, Wetmore 1972, de la Pefia 1995). In fact, the nest photographed by Buzzetti & Silva
(2008) is virtually indistinguishable from the nest of Fulvous Antshrike we observed.
Across its range, however, there appears to be some variation, with nests from southern
South America tending to be externally decorated with leaves, lichens or moss (Fraga
& Narosky 1995, di Giacomo 2005), and those from Costa Rica and Ecuador containing
dead leaves woven into the structure (Skutch 1969, Sheldon & Greeney 2008). Slightly less
well known, but still with several descriptions available, are nests of Fasciated Antshrike
Cymbilaimus lineatus, which share the rim-attached, bulky-cup architecture of other species
in this clade (Skutch 1972, Oniki & Willis 1982, Greeney et al. 2004, Kirwan 2009). However,
C. lineatus frequently builds its nests more than several metres above the ground (Oniki &
Willis 1982, Kirwan 2009; HFG pers. obs.). Thus, available evidence suggests that general
nest architecture is similar within this group (Moyle et al. 2009, Remsen et al. 2011), with
only slight variations in materials.
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Eggs of species within this clade are slightly better known: Great Antshrike (Oates &
Reid 1903, Smyth 1928, Snethlage 1935, Hellebrekers 1942); Fasciated Antshrike (Skutch
1972, Wetmore 1972); Giant Antshrike (Ihering 1914); Spot-backed Antshrike (Ihering
1900, Oates & Reid 1903); Black-throated Antshrike (Haverschmidt & Mees 1994). Though
descriptions vary somewhat, eggs of these species, like those described here, are white
to off-white with various combinations of cinnamon and lavender flecking, generally in
small, narrow, hair- or scratch-like markings rather than blotches. Nestlings have not been
described, with the exception of Taraba and Cymbilaimus, for any other species, but it comes
as no surprise that the nestling of Fulvous Antshrike was born without natal down as is
true for all species of Thamnophilidae for which data are available (Zimmer & Isler 2003,
Collins 2010). It goes without saying that more information is needed for all species in this
especially poorly known group of antshrikes.
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In 2008, a new subspecies of Canary Blue Tit, Cyanistes teneriffae hedwigii was described
from Gran Canaria on the basis of mitochondrial DNA sequence analyses as well as
bioacoustic and morphological data, though originally placed in the genus Parus (Dietzen et
al. 2008). The original spelling of the species-group name is incorrect and must be changed
in accordance with the International code of zoological nomenclature (ICZN 1999, Art. 32.5.1).
The epithet ‘hedwigii’ is the genitive case of the Latinised hedwigius, which is masculine.
According to the authors’” etymological explanation, hedwigius is derived from the modern
German name Hedwig, which usually, however, is a female name. In fact, the new taxon
was dedicated to Ms Hedwig Sauer-Giirth (Dietzen et al. 2008). Thus, the correct spelling is
Cyanistes teneriffae hedwigae, because the feminine genitive ending -ae is to be added to the
stem of this female modern personal name if used as a species-group name (ICZN 1999,
Art. 31.1.2; cf. Art. 33.2.2 justified emendation). The epithet hedwigae must not be confused
with the epithet hedwigii, which has been correctly applied for several species of algae,
bryophytes and fungi, all of them apparently named for Mr Johannes Hedwig, a German
botanist and physician of the 18th century (Magdefrau 1992).
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